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ABSTRACT

This annual report 4s : n fulfillment of contract obligations with
Bonnevill e Power Administration whi ch 1s the funding source for
the Oregon Department of Fish and Wldlife's Umatilla Basin
Habitat Improvement Project.

In May of this year a thirty year fl ood event occurred in the
Umtilla Basin that resulted in major changes to the year's
statement of work and to the future direction of the program.
All  projects in the Birch Creek drainage sustained damage to
either fencing or instream wor k, with severe damages on about 1/3
of the project areas. As aresult of flooding, and subsequent
mai nt enance demands, all new project implementation in the Birch
Creek drainage was cancelled; the entire inplenentation season
was spent repairing flood damages in the Birch Creek drainage.
The Maj or activities wundertaken during this report period were:
a) construction of ®.8 mles of riparian corridor fence on
Meacham Creek, b) performing intensive instream maintenance on
3.25 m |l es of Mainstem Birch and East Birch creeks, c) performing
major fence maintenance on 1.8 mles of flood damaged riparian
corridor fence, d)rebuil ding of 8.5 miles of flood destroyed
fence, and 54 stream crossing fences, e) retrofitting of three
miles of high tensile fence with an extended el ectric wire, and
f) spendi ng consi derabl e time working with landowners to resol ve
flood related problems and come to agreement on project
maintenance activities. Other activities undertaken during this
report period were: weekly inspection and maintenance of fencing
projects, collection and sunmmarization of temperature data,
photopoint picture taking, procurement of i netream work permts,
and coordination with numerous agencies and tribes.



| NTRODUCTI ON

The Northwest Power Planning Council's Fish and Wl dlife Program
(NPPC 1983) calls for the rehabilitation of eteel head and sal non
populations in the Umatilla River [Section 303) (e) (1) to
partially mitigate for |osses due to the Federal Colunbia River
Power System. Historically, the Umatilla had | arge rune of
spring and fall chinook salmon, which supported productive Indian
and non-Indian fi sheri es. Most chinook were elim nated from the
Uratilla over 80 years ago although a few spring chinook salmon
were observed as recently as 1963 (OGC 1963) and fall chinook as
recently as 1953 (Thompson and Haae 1960). Annual rune of summer
st eel head have averaged 2,135 adults during the past decade with
a |l ow of 768 in 1981-82 and high of .3,124 in 1986-87 [ Table 1).
The Oregon Department of Fish and Wl dlife (ODFwW) and the

Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla | ndian Reservation (CTUIR)
are currently Inplementing a major salnon reestablishnent program
In the Umatllla Basin. Fall chinook began returning to the river

starting in 1985, spring chinook i n 1988 and ceho In 1989 ( Tabl es
2, 3 and 4).

Reasons for the decline of anadromoue fish in the Umtilla R ver
i ncl ude passage problenms at Columbia and Umatilla R ver dame and
degradation of the quality and quantity of spawning and rearing
habitat. Reduction in the amount of riparian habitat along the
Umatl I la River tributaries contributes to poor stream conditions,
which resulted In: 1) greater seasonal variation in flows and
water temperatures, 2) unstabl e etreambanke, 3) decreased
production of food organisms used by fish, and 4) | ose of

Inetream and etreaneide cover (USFWS and NVFS 1982).

Approximately 70% of the 422 stream miles i nventoried In the
Umatilla River Basin need rlparian rehabilitation (USFWS and NMFS
1982). Intermittent Or nonexistent summer flows in some sections
of Meacham, Squaw, Wildhorse; and Birch creeks are due In part to
extensive | osses of riparian vegetation.

The Umatllla Basin has three agencies working on habitat
enhancement projects on their respective lands of jurisdiction:
Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation on
reservation l|lands; United States Department of Agriculture Forest
Service (usFs) on Umatllla National Forest |ands; and O egon
Department of Fish and Wldlife on private lands.

In May of this year a thirty-year flood occurred in the Umatilla
Basin that resulted in major changes to the program. All
projects in the Birch Creek drainage sustained damages to either
fencing or 4instream Work or both. Severe damages occurred on
about 1/3 of the project ar eas. Al'l new project implementation
in the Birch Creek drainage was canceled and money and personnel
wer e shifted to do maintenance on existing projects.



TABLE t. THREE MILE DAM /1, UHATILLA RI VER SUMMER STEELHEAD COUNTS

TOTAL
YEAR /2 ADULTS
1979-80 2,367
1980-81 1,298
t981-82 768
1982-83 1,264
1983-84 2,062
1984-85 3,436
1985-86 2,959
1986-87 3;124
1987-88 2,481
1988-89 2,476 /3
1989-90 1,694
1990-91 1,111

/1 See Figure 1 for the | ocation of Three Mil e Dam within the
Umstilla Basin.

/2 September tthrough June 30.

/3 Trap shut down for extreme cold weather from 2-2-89 to 2-24-89.

TABLE 2. THREE MILE DAM, UMATILLA RIVER SPRI NG CH NOOK COUNTS

YEAR TOTAL
{DULT BCK
1988 13 0
1989 66 98
1990 2,158 32
1991 1,291 39

/1 Adults are greater than 24 inches In | ength.

/2 Jacks are precoclal fish | ess than 24 inches In | ength.
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Figure 1. Location of Three Mile Dam within the Umatilla subbasin.




TABLE 3. THREE M LE DAM, UMATILLA RIVER FALL CHINOOK COUNTS

YEAR TOTAL

ADULT /1 JACK /2 SUBJACK /3

1985 6 79 0
1986 27 447 /4 0

1983 52 52 298
1988 94 176 1,283
1989 279 247 76
1990 333 107 621
1991 522 466 274

/1 Adults are greater than 24 Inches in length.

/2 Jachs are precocially mature fish between 18 and 24 inches in
| engt h.

/3 Subjachs are precocially mature fish | eas than 18 inches In length.

/4 A combination of jacks andsubjachs.

e,

TABLE 4. THREE MILE DAM, UMATILLA RIVER COHO COUNTS

YEAR TOTAL
ADULT /1J ACK /2

1907 @ 29

1988 742 610

1989 3,694 5@7

1990 409 511

1991 1,733 187

/1 Adults are greater than 20 inches in length.

/2 Jacks are precocially mature fish less than 20 inchesinlength.



Two major deci sions were nmde regarding future program direction

based on problens brought to our attention from the flooding. 1)
No new projects wll be devel oped on Birch Creek bel ow the city
of Pilot Rock, and 2)new project implementation will be targeted
for the upper mainstems and tributaries of wupper East Birch, West
Birch and Meacham creeks. These deci sions are based on four
perceptions about | ower Birch Creek below Pilot Rock: 1) upper
wat er shed probl ems must be corrected before enhancement efforts
on lower Birch Creek can succeed, 2) treatnents being inplenented
are very expensive and may outweigh the fisheries benefits
derived, 3) project maintenance costs are excessively high, and

4) the treatments being i mpl emented are resulting in landowner
conflicts.

A proposal has been submitted to BPA to add tributaries to the
current inplenentation plan (ODFw 1988). Over the next year the
program will focus on developing projects in the upper watershed.



DESCRI PTI ON OF AREA

The Umatilla River, in northeast Oregon, originates on the
western slopes of the Blue Muntains just east of Pendl eton. The
river flows in a northwesterly direction for approximately 118
mles to its confluence with the Colunbia River at River Mle 289
near Umatllla, Oregon [Figure 2). The Umatilla River drains
approxi mately 2,300 square mles and has an average runoff of
about 319,500 acre-feet gaged at the city of Umatilla. In
downstream order, mmjor tributaries of the Umatilla R ver are:
North and South Forks of the Umatilla River; and Meacham, McKay,
Birch, and Butter creeks.

Intensive agriculture (dry |land and irrigated crops) is the

dom nant land use throughout the lower Umatilla Basin while

ti mber harvest and |ivestock grazing are the predom nant uses in
t he upper basin. Intensive uses of |and adjacent to waterways
has led to dramatic changes In their characteristics.
Channel i zing [straightening) and vegetation removal have turned
many of the streans in the basin into relatively straight and
deeply incised channels with nmajor erosive problens. Streans in
the forested areas of the basin are generally in a nore natural
condition than those in agricultural areas.



co{uu';u
Yy
) .L -

‘WALLOWA

i

. WILLAMETTE

MID-
! 2
COAST
18 DESCHUTES
5 MALHEUR
10
UMPQUA GOOSE &
17 16 SUMMER OWYHEE]
soulrH - LAKES MALHEUR 11
KLAMATH § 13 LAKE
ROGUE 12
COAST 15 14

Figure 2. Location of the Umatilla subbasin within Oregon.




METHODS AND NMATERI ALS

The goal of this programis to optimze spring chinook and sumer
steel head snolt production within the Umatilla River Basin using

habi tat enhancement neasures. To acconplish this goal, work has
progressed in three phases:

1. pl anning and preparation (prework)

2. i mpl emrent ati on, and

3. mai nt enance and eval uati on [ postwor k]
Pr ewor k

Prior to actual project inplenentation the following activities
are to be conduct ed:

1. Riparian Lease Devel opnent and Procurement. Riparian
| ease devel opnent and procurenent includes neeting wth

| andowners and/or their legal representative3 specifically
for the purpose of devel oping an acceptable |ease text,
and/ or signing |ease docunents.

Ri parian | ease procurenment is the nost critical facet of the
program  Wthout |andowner |eases the program cannot
function. I nherent problens that arise when dealing with

| andowners nake this the nost difficult program activity.
Landowners receive no nonetary conpensation for signing a

| ease, and fringe benefits provided to the |andowner as
conpensation are margi nal at best. To conpound the problem
the | ease beconmes an encunberence on the property title for
fifteen years, thereby making this programa low priority
for nost | andowners. To further these difficulties, these

| andowners are farners and ranchers who can be very
difficult to contact.

2. Proiject Planning. Project planning includes design and
| ayout of all work to be done on-site, |andowner

coordi nation, developnent of contracts and contract
specifications, and obtaining necessary work permts.

a. Design and Lavout. The layout of fencing projects
isusually conpleted while |ease negotiations take

pl ace. Considerable time is spent undertaking this
task to produce a fencellne that is structurally
feasible and neets the objective3 of the State and the
| andowner .

Design and | ayout of instream structures consists of
on-site |ayout of structures and the devel opnent of
design criteria for construction purposes. Landowner s
are usually given the opportunity to review and conment
on design and |ayout of instream Structures. The
actual quantity and design of structures, however, is




determined by the bi ol ogi st, wth input from other
pr of essi onal s.

b. Landowner Coordination. Landowner coordination is
an integral part of planning, implementation and
maintenance for all projects. Access, ground
conditions, and implementation timng are all important

considerations to reduce impacts on landowner’s
operations.

C. Development of Contracts. Contract documents are
devel oped for all major inplenmentation and maintenance
projects. Considerable time is required to devel op and
coll ate written contract document components.

d. ot ai ninn Work Permts. Fill and renoval permits
must be obtained for all 4instream projects that involve
renoval or fill ina waterway. Permts must be
obtained from the Army Corps ‘of Engineers, Oregon

Di vi si on of State Lands, and the Umatilla County
Planning Department. The development of permit
applications, and correspondence with these agencies
requi res considerable time.

3. Project Preparation. Prior to signing | eases or

construction contracts, all |ease boundaries and work sites
must be identified, staked and agreed upon by the landowner
and/or contractor. Work sites may include right-of-ways,

fences, instream Structures, off-site water developments,
planting, and m scellaneous |ease or construction rel ated
ar eas.

4, Eield inventories. Inventories and surveys needed for
planning and devel oping project implementation.

Implementation

| rpl enmentation entails the actual on-the-ground work phase of the
program and may include any or all of the follow ng:

1. Instream Work. During late summer and early fall when
streanfl ows are | owest, structures are installed in streans
at locations preselected by fishery biologists andor
hydrologists. Structures of various types are used to
stabilize streambanks, provide optimum pool/riffle ratios,
rai se riparian water tables, and collect spawning gravels;
t her eby increasing quantity and quality of rearing and
spawning habitats.

2. Planting. During early spring, shrub and/or tree
species are planted at preselected |ocations along streans
within project areas. Since high summer water tenperature
is a mmjor limiting factor, plantings are nmade to provide
stream shade, thereby reducing sunmer water tenperatures and



increasing salmonid Utilization. Maximum shade attainable
for most streams i N project areas is about 80 percent. The
objective of this phase of the program 1is to reach a minimum
of 70% shade and have water temperatures of no more than 68
F within 20 years of project Implementation.

During the spring and fall, areas disturbed while doing
i mpl ementation activities are seeded to stabilize soils and
discourage weed gr owt h.

3. Fencing. Destruction of streanside vegetation by
donestic livestock has been a major problem w thin project

areas. To provide protection from |livestock and thereby
promote rapid recovery of existing and planted vegetation,
fences are constructed along riparian zones within project
ar eas.

4. Photopoint Establishment. Photopoint establi shment

i ncl udes locating and placing permanent markers at sites
from whi ch photographs are to be taken at regular intervals,
thereby depicting riparian changes t hrough time. Also
associated with photopoint establi shment is development of a
photopoint notebook for each stream

Postwork

Postwork entails all maintenance and eval uati on of work which has
been done within the project areas. This phase of the program
will usually begin the year following completion of
implementation and will continue for the duration of the project.
Typi cal pestwork activities may include:

1. Maintenance. Followi ng conpletion of inplenentation an

annual inspection of all project areas is nade. Fol | owi ng
this inspection all fence and instream Structure maintenance
is done. Because of the intensive use of livestock al ong

many proj ect areas, fence inspection and maintenance 1is a
year around activity.

Since many projects are within areas of intensive

agriculture, noxious weed control is necessary. Project
areas are nonitored throughout the spring and sumer for
noxious weed occurrence. When discovered these weeds are

either sprayed with herbicides or nmanually renoved.

2. Phot opoi nt _Picture Taking. Standardized pictures are
taken from preselected photopoints prior to implementation
of any project area, and then during the fall of each year.

Over time these photopoints wll provide a visual record of
changes that occur on project Streams; they will show the
overall healing process resulting from riparian fencing,

planting and instream Structures.

10



3. Thermograph Data Collection. Thermographs ere installed
within or adjacent to project areas. These thermographs are
monitored on & regul ar basis to gather baseline data and
detect changes in water temperatures.

11



RESULTS AND DI SCUSSI ON | . FI ELD ACTI VI TI ES

Field activities are broken down into three successive phases: 1)
preworh, 2) inplementation, and 31 postwork.

Pr ewor k

Prework 418 broken down into four successive stages: 1) riparian
| ease development and procurement, 2) project planning, 3)
project preparation, and 4) field inventories.

1. ARiparian lLease Devel opnent and Procurement. Wth
changes in program direction and the magnitude of

mai nt enance activities undertaken, little time was avail able
for |ease developnent and procurement. At the witing of
this report no | eases have been procured, however there is
one lease under development to enhance approxi mately 0. 35
miles of Twomile Creek, a tributary to Meacham Cr eek.

A difficulty encountered when dealing with |andowners of
streams in the upper watersheds, unli ke in the | ower

wat ershed, has been that In many cases there is little
incentive for the | andowner to participate in the program
Few | andowners in this area wish to coaperete in a program
in which the sol e benefit to them is an improved ri pari an
ar ea. If the rancher has no need for addi ti onal fencing,
and can't be convi nced of the positive benefits of ri pari an
management, then there will be no opportunity to i mprove

I mportant fish habitat, in the near future. If the goal is
to treat a significant portion of the upper watershed, it
may become necessary to offer additional incentives to
| andowners to increase participation.

Two leases were terminated in 1991 resulting from the change
of program direction. Several nore | eases may be term nated
in 1992 because of change in program direction and
unreconci l able differences between |andowner's and the State

resulting from flood damage. See the Discussion for further
detai | s.

2. Pro ject Planning. There are four stages included in
proj ect planning: a) design and | ayout, b) |andowner
coordination, e¢) development of contracts and contract
specifications, and d) obtaining work permits.

a. Design and Lavout. After flood waters receded all
fencing (13.5 miles) and instream Structures (7.25
miles) wer e inspected and damages assessed.

| medi ate plans were made for quick, tenporary repairs
to all fences under current wuse and then fencing that
woul d have use later in the sumrer. After fences
needing immediate attention were tenporarily repaired,
plans were made to make permanent repairs.

12



Pl ans were developed for instream maintenance

activities on 7.25 m | es of Mainstem Birch and East
Birch creeks. This included repair of existing
structures and placement of new structures tOo protect
fencelines and or areas of high resource value.

b. Landowner Coordination. A considerable amount of
time was spent coordinating wth |andowners when
developing plans for implementation and maintenance.
Because fl oodi ng not only caused damage to our
projects, but to adjacent private land, consi derable
time was spent talking with | andowners to resolve
differences Over project objectives Versus land use
objectives.

C. Devel opnent of Contracts. Eight construction
contracts were developed to conplete instream

maintenance activities on Mainstem Birch and East Birch

creeks. These contracts included: Straughan/Neal Rock
Material, McDaniel/Rhinhart Rock Mat erial,
Gambill/Weinke Rock Material, Lower, Middle and Upper

Birch Creek Instream Pl acenent, East Birch Creek
Instream and Upper East Birch Creek Instream
Pl acenent .

One high tensile smooth wire fence contract was
prepared for the Meachem Creek project.

d. Obtaining Work Perm¢ts. Proj ect personnel
coordinated wth the Division of State Lands (DSL) and
Army Corps of Engineers to secure nine fill andrenoval
permits for 1991 instream maintenance work. Proj ect
personnel al so coordinated with county planners to
secure nine county development perm ts for fill in
designated floodways. Considerable tinme was required
to prepare applications and correspond with these
agenci es.

Assistance and agency coordination was provided to
| andowners to secure fill and removal permts for
instream work approved by ODFW for |andowners to

conmpl ete on project areas.

County | and use permits were received for the

devel opnment of two rock quarries along Birch Creek for
proj ect implementation. The application process,
including two public hearings, took considerable tine
to coordinate with county planning department personnel
and landowners. Subsequently, Contractors chose not to
use the two quarry sites because of excessive

development costs which were partially attributable to
stipulations of the conditional use permts. These

13



conditional use permits are effective through the 1992
implementation season.

3. Protect Preparation. All instream wor k sites were
staked or otherwise identified. Dump truck access routes
were developed and riparian corridor fencing was removed by
project personnel prior to the commencement of instream

wor K.

The Meacham Creek fenceline was staked prior to the pre-bid
tour and then again before construction began.

4. Field inventories. The biologist surveyed Meachem
Creek tributaries to determne their potential for project
i mpl enent ati on.

| npl enent ati on

New Habitat i mprovement projects were implemented on 0.5
m | es of Meacham Creek. All other inplenentation activities

were restricted to repairing flood danages and will be
di scussed under Maintenance (Table 51. .
1. Instream Wrk. No new instream projects wer e

implemented in 1991.

2. Planting. Pl anting activities were undertaken on East
Birch and Meacham creeks in March and April. However, since

plantings were done before flooding, nost planted on Birch
Creek were washed out. All trees and shrubs planted, except

the willow cuttings, were purchased wth State upland bird

stamp funds. WIIlow cuttings were collected fromthe
Rhi nhart property. See Tabl e 6.

Tabl e 6. Summary of trees and shrubs planted in 1991.

ipecles

willow woody |bl ack red-osier |russian
Landowner cuttings|rose [cottonwood |dogwood olive
F. Straughan 100
J.  Straughan 150 50
McDani el 1,000 50 100 50 15
Rhi nhar t 100
Hemphill 100
Ganbi | | S0 50
Magic Mle 50
Loui si ana Pac. 75
Tot al 1,100 300 300 225 15

14
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Table 5. Fish habitat improvement project implementation activities completed int

subbasin by ODFW from 1988 to 1991.

lLandowner/Stream
================'—'========l
Louisiana Pac./E. Birch ||
Houser/E. Birch |

Magic Ml e/E. Birch I

W. Weinke/Birch I
Gambill/Birch ! I
Hemphill /Birch 1

Hoeft /Birch 11l

B. Weinke/Birch Il
Rhinhart/Birch It |
McDani el / Bi rch I 1 |
J. Straughan/Birch | |
F. Straughan/Birch I
Neal/Birch Il |
Louisiana Pac./Meacham | | \

I========| ========]| |

|Miles
Instream

25 | Il
a1 I
85 1| 2.70 | |
65 | .45 ||
| I
38 | I
| I
Il
| 8.30 | |
.75 1 2.90 11
] Il
.69 1 .31 ||
| I
o0 | I
\ I
I
| I
| I
] I
| I
| I

a8 2.66

1990 L
================‘ l =z
iles IMiles | 1 M4
ence | Instream| | Fe
========| s===z====| | =

\ l'i
\ Il
\ N
I
1.25 | 8.7 1 ,
| [
2.30 | 2.5, ,
2.50 | e.s50l |
| .63 ||
\ Il
2.84 | 1.2 1 1
\ ]
] 0.9 1 |
\ 1.251 1
\ I
|
\ I
| Il
\ I
| |1
| Il
2.89 5.48



Al'l  ground disturbed by instream maintenance activities was
seeded with a mixture of tall fescue, alcar tall wheatgrass
and yell ow blossom sweet cl over.

3. Fencing. An additional 0.5 mles of 6 strand high
tensil e smooth wire fence was built on the Louisiana Pacific
Meacham Creek property which makes a total of 1.4 mles of
fence and 1.25 miles of sStream protected on this property.

4. Photopoint Establishment. One new photopoint was added
on the F. Straughan property.

Postwork

1. Maintenance. Approximately 13.5 miles of project
fencing and 7.25 miles of instream work were inspected and
damages assessed.

As a result of flooding, 12 mles of riparian corridor
fence was destroyed. At the end of this report period

approximately 0.5 mles of this has been rebuilt. The
remaining 0.7 miles has been temporarily replaced with
electric fencing until it can be replaced in the spring of
1992.

I n addition, approximately 16 mles of riparian corridor
fence in need of maj or maintenance (damaged Structures,
wires, etc.) was repaired. The maj ority of remaining
corridor fence (12.5 mles) was in need of light maintenance

(clearing debris, tightening wWires etc.] Approxi mately hal f
of this I|ight maintenance was completed; the remaining wi | |
be repaired in the summer of 1992.

All sixty-four stream crossing fences were | 0st in the Birch

Creek drainage due to fl ooding. To date 54 of these have
been replaced and the remaining ten will either be repl aced
when needed or not replaced at all. Many of the repaired
crossings wll need further work to bring them up to desired

conditions.

Twenty-one of the repaired stream crossing fences where

t here have been problems with livestock getting through,
were replaced with el ectric fences. This has proven to be
very effective since there has been no livestock entry since
they wer e installed.

Approximately 3.0 miles of project corridor fencing was

retrofitted with a single strand of el ectric wire extended
out from the fence; this was done on the F.E. Straughan, J.
Straughan, McDaniel, Hemphlll, and Gambill properties. At
these | ocati ons the fence receives considerable pressure

from almost year-around cattle grazing. During the fall of
the year this often resulted in the livestock entering the
riparian area. The Installation of an electric wre along
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these fences has effectively reduced wear on the fence and
entry of |ivestock into the riparian area.

All  instream projects conpleted on Mainstem Birch and East
Birch creeks (7.25 mles] required maintenance as a result

of the May flooding. Maintenance activities included adding
additional rock to and repairing existing structures,

nodi fying existing structures so that they acconplish their
intended oObj ective, adding new structures where the stream
washed outside of the fenceline, adding new structures where
a fenceline was in immediate t hreat of being washed out, and
adding new structures to protect areas of high resource

val ue. Foll ow ng is a summary of the work conpleted:

Mainstem Birch Creek

T. Neal
- 100 cubic yards riprap tO repair two existing
structures.
- 210 cubic yards new riprap. Continuation of
| ast years implementation.

(&

St raughan
- Two new jetties.
- 120 cubic yards new riprap. Continuation of
| ast years implementation.
- 50 cubic yards riprap tO repair existing
structure.

T

.E. Straughan
- 11 new rock jetties
- 60 cubic yards new riprap.
- Repair toe rocks with 29 boul ders.

0. MDani el
- Three new jetties.
530 cubic yards new riprap.
135 cubic yards riprap to repair existing
structures.
60 cubic yards riprap to repair water gaps.

0. Flhinhart

Four new rock jetties.

Repaired four rock jetties.
Repaired one boul der deflector.

270 cubic yards of riprap to repar three
existing structures.

|

8. Weinke

- 36 cubic yards riprap to repair existing
struct u_r e.
- 108 cubic yards new riprap.
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C. Hoeft
- One new rock jetty.

- 120 cubic yards riprap tOo repair two existing
structures.

W. Weinke
- Seven new rock jetties.
- One new rock jetty with root wad.

- 216 cubic yards riprap to repair existing
structure.

- Repaired existing rock deflector.

Y. Gambill
- Five new rock jetties.
- One new rock jetty with root wad.
- 108 cubic yards riprap tO repair two existing
structures.
- 250 cubic yards new riprap.

East Birch Cr eek

Magic M | e

- Used bulldozer to replace active channel back
within | eased area.

Houser
- Two new rock jetties.
- 150 cubic yards new riprap.
- Repaired three rock jetties.

- 100 cubic yards riprap to repair existing
structure.

Since many project sites are associated with intensive
agriculture, weed control is of particular concern to
participating landowners. Weed control was required on all
properties except for Louisiana Pacific's properties.
Targeted species for control were mainly scotch and Canadian
thistle. Methods for weed eradication included use of

her bi ci des, and manual renoval .

Large cottonwood trees on the McDaniel and Rhi nhart
properties were wrapped with Wire mesh to protect them from
beaver damage. This will be necessary until an adequate
stock of trees is present to withstand beaver activities.

2. Photopoint Picture Taking. Photopoint pictures were
taken from 6 Meacham Creek photopoints and 34 Birch Creek
photopoints. Five photopoints were discontinued on Birch
Creek because of poor |ocation.

3. Thermograph Data Collection. Thermographs were deployed
at three | ocations on East Birch Creek and two locations on
Meacham Creek. On East Birch Creek, thermographs were
deployed at Westgate Canyon, the Houser property and the
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McDani el property. On Meacham Creek both thernographs were

depl oyed on the Louisiana Pacific property and placed
approximately 1 stream mle apart. Al data was |lost from
t he upper Meacham creek thermograph because of condensation
on the circuitry. See Appendix 1 for plotted thernmograph
dat a.
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RESULTS AND DI SCUSSI ON | 1. ADM NI STRATI ON
Reports

In conpliance with our contract, nonthly progress reports, and an
annual progress report were prepared and submitted to BPA.

A draft written summary of fish habitat stream inventories
completed by project personnel was prepared and submitted to W.
Noll for revi ew.

Purchasing

All  materials were purchased for the fencing projects prior to
the flooding. Since most new fencing projects were canceled,
surplus fencing materials wll ©be carried over into 1992.

El ectric fencing supplies and chargers were purchased for stream
crossing fences and retrofitting on some high tensile fences.

El ectric fencing units listed in the 1991-92 budget were
purchased for less than $290.00 each and t herefore were not
capital itemns. The utility trailer itemized in the 1991-92
budget was pur chased.

Approxi mately 4,355 cubic yards of riprap stone and boul ders were
purchased for instream nai ntenance.

Budget

The annual 1992-93 budget and statement of work was prepared and
submitted to BPA for approval.

The biologist prepared cost estinmates for naintenance activities
associated With My flooding and submitted them to WIlie Noll
for preparation of a contract nodification. A contract

modi ficati on was submitted to, and approved by, BPA.

Per sonnel

Quy Gegg was hired for three nonths as a seasonal Techni cian.
His pri1mary duty was to assist the permanent Technician with
fence maintenance activities.

Propgraem Development

Project personnel attended an annual habitat program review in
John Day.
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RESULTS AND DI SCUSSION 111. DI SCUSSI ON

As a result of the decision to discontinue new project
implementation on Mainstem Birch Creek, the Homer Peterson and
Corinne Peterson | eases were terminated. |nplenentation had not
yet begun on these properti es. Many meetings were held wth
Homer Peterson to work through the situation and come to the best
resol uti on possible.

Flood waters totally destroyed the instream work implemented on
the “Magic Mile” in 1969. It was determined by T. Bailey and W.
Noll that the expenditure of funds necessary to stabilize this
section of Stream and/or maintain it for the life of the project
wer e not justifiable as costs would far outweigh fisheries
benefits. After several meetings with cooperating | andowner s,

the decision was made to replace the active stream channel inside
the | eased riparian area this year, but that once this year's
work was complete, no further instream work would be undertaken
by ODFW. The landowners wer e given the choice of continuing to
participate i n the program with this understanding. The Britt
lease was terminated because a clause i Nn this lease requires ODFW
to continue to maintain the channel within the leased area and
the | andowner's basic discontent with ODFW’s position on future
instream work. Al other participating |andowners have chosen,
at this time, to remain in the program.

A major fill and removal Vviolation was found to have occurred on
the WIliam weinke property along Mainstem Birch Creek (Figures
16 and 171. Approximately 1,300 feet of Sstream was channelized

without permission from ODFW. Wood Fiber Industries (an
adjacent landowner) was found to be responsible for committing
the vi ol ati on. Wood Fiber Industries, as required by DSL, has

since worked cooperatively with T. Bailey to develop a five year
restoration plan to mitigate for damages. Wood Fiber Industries
will pay for and i nplenment the restoration plan.

A verbal agreement was made wWith Opal, Gary and Loyd Rhinhart
al l owi ng them to have some instream work done on their project
area other than what was implemented by ODFW. Substrate had
built up so high in two locations al ong the Rhinhart property
that normal high water would send the stream flowing over their
cropland. Whil e ODFW did not feel responsible for doing this
work, permission was given to the landowner to deepen the channel
in these |ocations and do some stabilization work.
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INTERAGENCY COORDINATION

A good relationship with the Soil and Water Conservation Di strict
(Swcb) is crucial to |andowner support of the program Proj ect
personnel attended monthly SWCD meetings.

The Biologist coordinated with the Division of State lands and
Arnmy Corps of Engineers on obtaining fill and removal permts for
proj ect work as well as work that participating |andowners wished
to do on their own. A considerable amount of time was spent
accomplishing this task.

The Bi ol ogi st coordinated With UuUsSFs personnel from the Uki ah
ranger district to locate a source of blowdown trees to be used
as root wads and log weirs. Since fl oodi ng caused a dramatic
change in kinds of instream work required, the trees were not
purchased.

Proj ect personnel participated in a tour attended by ODFW, USFS,
and CTUIR representatives to revi ew completed and proposed fish
habi tat improvement projects in the Umatilla saubbasin Within each
agency’'s area of jurisdiction.

The Bi ol ogi st attended a fl oodplain management workshop given by
the Federal Energency Management Agency to review requirenents of
instream work within federally insured fl oodpl ains.

The Bi ol ogi st attended a meeting with representatives from the
Army Corps of Engineers, DSL, and city and county officials to
review fill and renoval regulations regarding repairing of flood
damaged Streans.

The Biologist met with Barry Draeger of the Federal Emergency
Management Agency to make an on-site inspection of flood damaged
proj ects and provide cost estimates for repairs.

The Biologist met with Carl Scheeler of CTUIR to discuss fish
habitat program phil osophi es and futures direction.

The Bi ol ogi st attended a meeting with representatives of SPA,
ODFW, USFS, and CTUIR to discuss program status and future
di rection.

The Bi ol ogi st attended a tour of CTUIR habitat i mprovement worKk
on the Umatilla River conpleted in 1991.

The Bi ol ogi st attended the SPA funded field review by William
Platts, Bob Beschta and Boone Kaufmann of Grande Ronde and John
Day subbasin fi sh habitat improvement projects.

An on-site neeting was held on the WIliam weinke property wth

Army Corps of Engineers and DSL officials to inspect the fill and
renoval violation committed by Wood Fi ber Industries.
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APPENDIX - 1
PHOTO ESSAY
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Figure 3.  Photopoint 3 on Meacham Creek Louisiana Pacific
property, October 199@.

Figure 4. Photopoint 3 on Meacham Ceek Louisiana Pacific
roperty, October 1991 displaying no negative impacts from
R/By flooding.
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Figure 8. Photopoint 4 on Weatgate Canyon Creek Louisiana
Pacific property, October 1990.

&

Figure 6. Photopoint 4 on Weetgate Canyon Creek Louislana.
Pacific property, October” 1991 displaying scour from May
1991 flooding.
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Figure 7. Photopoint 8 on Westgate Canyon Creek Louisiana
Pacific property, October 1990.

¥ o

Figure 8. Photopoint 8 on Westgate Canyon Creek Louligiana
Pacific property, October 1991 displaying scour from May
1981 flooding.
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Figure 9. Westgate Canyon Creek stream crossing fence
displaying downcutting of channel. Prior to flooding, wood

panels were within 12 inches of the water surface.
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Figure 10. Photopoint S5 on East Birch Creek Houser
property, September 1990.

Figure 11. Photopoint 5 on East Birch Creek Houser

property, October 1991 displaying SC¢OUr from May 1991 flood.
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Figure 12. Photopoint 6b on East Birch Creek Houser
property, September 1990.

Figure 13. PhotopoIlnt 6b on East Birch Creek Houeer
property, COctober 1991 displaying scour from May 1991
f 1 oodl ng.
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Figure 14. Flood damage on East Birch Creek Britt property

(Magic Ml e) the week after peak fl ood flows, May 1991.
Active channel outside riparian corridor fence.

Figure 15. Flood damage on East Birch Creek Snider

property (Magic Mle) the week after peak flood flows, My
1991.

31




jﬁ;t‘
Rroerng

Figure 16. Photopoint 3 on Birch Creek William Weinke
property, September 1990.

Figure 17. Photopoint 3 on Birch Creek William Weinke
property, October 1991 displaying 1llegal stream
channelization completed by Wood Fiber Industries.
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Figure 18. Flooding on Birch Creek Ganbill,
day after peak flows, May 1991.

property the

A ot «;

Figure 19. Flooding on Birch Creek Ganbill. property the
day after peek flows, mMay 1991.
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Figure 20. Flooding on Birch Creek Ganbill property the
day after peak flows, May 1991.

e L

Figure 21. Flooding on Birch Creek Ganbill property the
day after peak fl ows, May 1991.
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Figure 22. Photopoint 2 on Birch Creek Hemphill property
displaying average spring flow, March 1989.

Figure 23. Photopolnt 2 on Birch Creek Hemphill property
the day after peak flows, May 1991.

35



Figure 24. Photopoint Ib on Birch Creek Rhinhart property,
October 1990.

Figure 285. Photopoint Ib on Birch Creek Rhinhart property,
October 1991 displaying scour from May 1991 flood.
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Figure 26. Damage to riparian corridor fencing on the

Birch Creek MDaniel property resulting from the May 1991
flooding.

Fi gure 27. Damage to riparian corridor fencing on the

Birch Creek McDaniel property resulting from the May 1991
flooding.
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Figure 28. Photopoint 28 on Birch Creek McDaniel property,
September 1990.

Figure 29. Photopoint 2a on Birch Creek McDaniel property,
October 1991 after May 1991 flood.
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Figure 30. Photopoint 1 on Birch Creek Jim Straughan
property several hours before peak flood waters, May 1991.

Figure 31. Photopoint 1 on B8irch Creek Jim Straughan
property, October 1991 after completing instream work.
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Figure 32. Damaged watering gap and riparian corridor

fencing on Birch Creek F. Straughan property the day after
peak flows of May 1991 fl oodi ng. .

Figure 33. Birch Creek F..Straughan property several hours
before peak fl ow of May 1991 flood.
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APPENDIX - 2
THERMOGRAPH DATA
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